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Two San Pedro LPG Tanks Worry Officials 
Liquefied Petroleum Gas Facility Was Built Without Risk Analysis 

BY LARRY PRYOR 
TlmHShlffWrltfl'. 

hiJh'r; 
pelrolewn gas, are openllng near a 
densely populated area in San Pedro, 
although the facility was bllilt wilb· 
out a risk analysis or ctnn]Jtehellllive 
safety review, The Times has learned. 

The $9 million fuel storage and dis· 

has come under official scrutiny as a 
resuJ.t of increasing controversy over 

graves! 
concems," sald Los Angeles Fire 
Marshal John C. Gerard. "LPG has 
some of the same properUes as LNG 
(liquefied natural gas) and should be 
treated on the same level of dlsci· 
pline." 

But in contrast with the intense re• 
view and planning now going into the. 

terminal went through a fragmented 
permit process and much of its opera-

and local officials 
now believe the Petrolane facility has 
serious safety problems. For example: 

-The storage tanks, which have a 
capacity of 25 million gallons, are in 
the immediate vicinity of a potential· 
ly active geological fault, the Palos 
Verdes FaulL The tenks were built to 

The nearest home is 
about 1,000 feet away 
from the tanks. 

a I 

and a loading area for trucks and rail· 
road tank ears. 

There is a drive-in movie theater 
across Gaffey about 500 feet away. 
The nearest residence la about 1,000 
feel to the wesL One school is about 
2,000 feet Crom the facilit,Y and two 
others are sUghUy more than a mile 

•';\'Ke site is zoned by the city of Los 
industrial use but 
Ualzoning. 

a general plan tor the Harbor District 
that addresses itself to salety and iso
lates Itazardous eargoes." 

Part d Petrolane's predicament is 
both a growtng awareness of hazard· 
ous materials and new Information 
that has come to light since the 

11 thls was a 
good sale place for the facility and we 
lieileved it was." said John May, an 
investment officer and spokesman for 
Petrolane. ''We designed it and con· 
strucled it in excess of the require· 
ments. That was a voluntary act ••• 
We complied with the law.'' 

When it comes to hazards, safety 
experlll claas LPG-which in illl com
mercially marketable form ls mostly 
propane-in a category of lts own. 
And its use ls becoming more wide· 
spread. 

l!lnce tne 193US, propane llaS been 
used as a fuel in rural areas not 
served by natural gas ll11<1. lt ls sUll a 
favored fuel for cabins and farms. But 
In reunt years, it has been increas
ingly used In urban areas as a motor 
fuel and as a supplement for indus
tr1 .. faced wl\h natunJ. gig curtail· 
ments. 

When refrigerated to 44 degrees 

portation of LPG in specially designed 
tankers began on the East and Gulf 
coasts and has spread westward. Pe· 
trolane's San Pedro terminal, the only 
one in the stale capable ol storing 
LPG imports by ship, received its first 
delivery last November. 

A second large distributor, caJiCor· 
nta Liquid Gas Corp., is planning to 
bulld a similar facilit,Y In Contra COsta 
County in the Bay Area, although 
that project has been delayed because 
of adverse public opinion. 

For the most part Petrotane was 
able to butld and operate its facility 
with remarkably bltie attention. Be· 
cause of the peculiar regulatory sta· 
tus of LPG compared with other sub· 
stances, the company had to seek a 
minimal number of permits. 

One was Crom tlle regional Coast· 
line Commission, which in October, 
1973, unanimously voled to approve 

LPG is so powerful 
that the military uses it 
in concussion bombs. 

revisions to the berth and construc
tion of the pipeline. (The storage 
tanks were outside the coastal zone.) 

But the public notice of Petrolane's 

unt .. 
ed marine arm, Wilb two connecting 
burled steel pipelines.• 

The commission's staff, relYing on 
the ana!Ysls of the Los Angeles city 
Engineering Department, recom
mended approval of the permit. "We 
didn't have any Idea of what that fa
cility was all about" one stall mem
ber said. 

an earthquake design criterls far be· below itrG Gr kept under pressure, 
low that of a propo.sed LNG terminal the propane turns Into a liquid, which Petrolane also needed, and re-
lor Loa Angeles Harbor. makes it convenient to transport a.nd ceived, the or the Los An· 

-The Loa Angeles Fire Depart· store. · geles Harbor Commi&!!on to build the 
ment believes the wooden offloading A stale Energy Commission repol'l terminal. An environmental impact 
wharf, where Petrolane Intends lo on LPG estimated that about 570 mil· report filed with the commission as 
bring in as many as 20 LPG tankers a Ii all Id i Calli ta ·n part of the permit process made no 
year, is inadequate. The LPG wharf 29¥48 n for effl• mention of lbe existence of the Palos 
also Is within 150 reel or other com- dent, clean-burning fuel is rising Verdes Fault and avoided discussing 
bust!ble materials-a lumber yard aboutS%peryear. hazardousaspectso!LPG. 
and an oil-storage area. But the increased demand means "Control measures are so stringent 

-The storage facility Is unguarded. LPG companies no longer can rely on · rations that 
domestic sources of LPG, which so far is extremely 

6,000.foot pipeline from lbe wharf to =. Uquid propane 
ththeeL stoPGrageistrltanbksuUoonrltahcllle ';Py"". tlon of large quantities from Venezuela and water, intense boiling action would 

di! the Mlddle East. occur convening the propane Into 
The pipeline from lbe wharf lo the Some energy analysts predict there gaseous form which would then 

storage tanks goes under the Harbor will be a worldwide surplus of LPG In quickly disperse.'' 
Freeway and along Gaffey St. The 1980, which would tend to drive the But interViews With salety special· 
sto"'8e area at 2110 N. Galley is s price down and make it competitive ists and a review of the literature on 
complex of offices and in· With fuel oil. Imports would then in· LPG accidents failed to confirm sueh 
eluding the large, white storage crease substantially. . a prediction. 
tanks, pressure vessels. compressor1 The trend toward large-scale Im· LPG ls such a pawerful explosive 

that it is used by the Defense Depart· 
menl in concussion bombs. Th ... 
weapons were employed In Vietnam 
to create, among other things, instant 
helicopter pads in the jungfo and are 
now being sought by the Israeli 
govemment because they are the 
only bomb that can penetrate Egypt's 
underground jet hangers. 

So far, the largest events Involving 
commercial LPG have been a result 

explosions from these incidents are 
among the worst industrial accidents 
on record. 

What would happen iC 25 million 
gallons of LPG were released to the 

w'l:ii::rn1 
tanks In not known. 

LPG ls more easilY stored and 
transported than LNG 6ecause it does 
not have to be kept as cold. But un • 
like LNG, which ls mosUy methane 
and lends to rise when ii vaporizes. 
LPG ls a heavy gas and hugs the 
ground, making it difficult to disperse. 

LPG is highly nammable and there 
is evidence that an unconrmed pro· 
pane alt cloud Will explode. LPG 
tanks Olql08ed lo fire can detonate 
with enonnous force, a phenomenon 
known as a "BLEVE:' which ls pro
nounced "blevey" and IStands for 
"boiling liquid expanding vapor ex· 
plosions." 

One such explosion In Kingman, 
Ariz., in 1973, for example, involved 
lhe rupture of a railroad tank ear that 
killed 13 persons and injured 95 oth· 
ers. The fireball rose several hundred 
feet In a mushroom cloud and was 800 
to 1,000 feet In diameter. 

One evaluauon of lragments from 
84 LPG tank car accidenllll exploSions 
showed Iha\ at least 20% of lbe frag
ments traveled more than l,llOO feet. 
Another study showed that 41% of 
the tank ear accidents involving a re
lease or LPG resulted in an explosion 
and 25% in a fire, 
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Gas Tanks Worry Officials 
1972 by Converse, Davis & Associates, but the 
studY was not made part of the public record by 
the regional CoasUine Commission, the Harbor 
Department or the PUC. 
· Robert A. Reid, manager of engineering ser
vices for Petrolane, said the consulting firm cal· 
culated that the Palos Verdes Fault was about a 
mile to the north of the facility. It was therefore 
built to withstand an earthquake of 6 magnitude 
on the Richter scale and a peak ground force 
acceleration of .35 of the force of gravity. 

Continued from First Page 
Data on the accident rate of fixed storage fa

cilities is ~arse because no federal agency has 
responsibility for these facilities, and accident 
reports are not required. One study done last 
year by the IIT Research Institute of Chicago 
concluded: "There are as many explosions and/ 
or serious fires at fixed installations as there are 
LPG transportation accidents." · 

There also ts evidence of an increase of ac
cidents involving fixed facilities. An article in 
Fire Command pointed out that "In the five 
years since 1970 there has been a dramatic in
crease in the number of fatalities and injuries as 
the result of BLEVEls.'' Twelve incidents re
ported resulted in the death or 18 fire fighters 
and six civilians, with injuries to 300 persons. 

The January Issue of LP-Gas, a trade journal, 
said "several major accidents over the past two 
years, resulting in extraordinary claims, have 
left the insurance companies jittery and skepti
cal of the risks involved in issuing LPG dealers 
coverage." 

As a result, the journal said, liability Insur
ance costs have escalated sharply, amounting to 
29.5% of one dealer's total 1977 projected costs 
and only two major insurance companies are 
now quoting a price for LPG liability. 

hazards Involved" and a reliance on other regu
latory bodies to handle safety problems. 

Among concerns raised by the coastal com
mission's star!: 

-The increase in LPG vessel traffic that will 
result from the projecL 

-The suitability of the berth at the' terminal. 
-The potential land use conflicts and safety 

hazards presented by the project's "proximity to 
open flame sources, lumber storage yards, pe
troleum storage and residential activities." 

Although the Los Angeles Fit,e Department 
initially approved the Petrolane project In 1973, 
an Internal department memorandum dated 
January 26 raises a number of problems con· 
nected with the marine terminal and recom • 
mends that the wharf be rebuilt, this time out of 
concrete. · 

It also pointed out that all electrical installa
tions In the terminal should be surveyed by the 
Department or Building and Safety's electrical 
diviSion. · 

Reid said these values were considerably 
above what was required by the city's Uniform 
BUilding Code and the company had decided to 
use conservative assumptions on seismic activi
ty. 

Moreover, Reid said, the storage site, which Is 
carved into a hill below a Union Oil Co. re
finery, had "foundation conditions that are the 
best In the South Coast Basin. That is San Pedro 
sandstone, which is a very hard structure and 
had construction advantages." 

But published maps by the U.S. Geological 
Survey, the state Division of Mines and Geology 
and the Los Angeles Planning Department lndi· 
cate the fault Is closer to the Petrolane facility 
than one mile. Although the scale of these maps 
is not precise enough to be site-specific, they 
show the fault running immediately adjacent to 
the property. 

The Petrolane terminal, because of the way 
the city's building-safety and fire codes are 
written, received piecemeal inspection from the The fault does not break the surface at this · 
Department of BUilding and Safety. The two point and slopes at an angle about 2,000 feet J 
large storage tanks, for example, were built down. Geologists therefore refer to it as a fault 
without a city building permit, according to zone and the Petrolane raclllty Is shown on the I 
public records. city's seismic map as lying within that zone. 1 

Petrolane's spokesman, John May, said the The building code exempts a storage tank for The Palos Verdes Fault is considered "poten-
company had been handling LPG for 50 years flammable fiuids from the permit and inspection Ually active,'' which means it has showed no ' 
and "we can't see propane as an onerous mater- '"' . q 11 ""IBl"~ '!«® ffl 1 ,_ sign of movement In recent times, or within 
ial. It isn't unusualij difficult to handle and .. · ' allout the last 11,000 years. 
we've been handling It safely," Published maps show the Geologists, nevertheless, treat it with respect 

The safety of the Petrolane facility in San f. Pacific Lighting's proposed LNG plant also 
Pedro has been questioned at the state and local au/t running adjacent to the would lie within the Palos Verdes Fault zone, 
level recently for a number of reasons, not the San Pedro property. but Dames and Moore, the seismic consultants 
least being the explosion of the oil tanker San- for the LNG project, have recommended antlci-
sinena last fall, which reminded the public that 41111 ill!IDW""''· Ii' pating a 6.5 magnitude earthquake on the Palos 
the Port of Los Angeles was Indeed there. Verdes Fault and ground accelerations totaling 

An application by Pacific Lighting Corp. to process If the tank Is built with a dike around IL .7 of the force of gravity, counting both vertical 
locate an LNG terminal in the harbor has The dike is supposed to contain the fluid If the and horizontal movement. 
stirred further interest in port safety, including tank ruptures. One seismic consultant. Dr. Jim Sloss1:1n, for· 
an investigation by a multiagency Hazardous The storage tanks at the Petrolane facility mer state geologist and now with Engini!ering 
Cargo Task Force. are not diked. but a section of the National Fire Geology Consultants, Inc., of Van Nuys, consid-

But Petrolane, itself, is forcing the issue by Protection Assn.'s <NFPA) LPG code says that ers the maximum credible earthquake for the 
proposing to import about 120 million gallons a dike Is not necessary "where spillage of hyd- Palos Verdes Fault to be 7 magnitude. On a 
per year of propane through !ts San Pedro facil. ~;:,t,~ can be adequately contained by top- project he worked on recently, Slosson estlmat-
ity, starting the third quarter of next year. The Therefore, the Petrolane tanks, i! ruptured, ed peak accelerations to be .6 Gs at three-
company expects to offload a large LPG tanker fouiths of a mile from the fault. 
in the harbor every 19 to 23 days. would now Into a catchbasln bUilt below them. "This (Slosson's prediction), is a credible 

The main customer for this fUel would also be But both the NFPA code and the city Fire Code event," said Dr. Roger Sherburne, a seismolo-
Pacific Lighting, which nlans to take the pro- state that the capacity or the basin need only be "'"' with the state Division of Mines and Geolo-

w·1 · b ~ 11 · · sufficient for the contents of one tank. gy"w.• 
pane to I mmgton Y pipe ne, put it m a pro- Although the Petrolane tanks can hold 25 B f h te la d gul ti 
posed air-mixing plant and inject it into Its gas million gallons of LPG, documents show that ecause o t e way sta ws an re a ons 
system. This propane would be about 2% or the basin below the tanks has a capacity of 13 are written, an existing facility not subject to a 
Southern California's gas supply. seismic safety reView and containment of ha-

To do this, Pacific Lighting's subsidiary, million gallons. One fire official explained that it zardous materials has been given a low priorli.y. 
Southern California Gas. Co., applied to the was considered highly uniiltely that both tanks ''The state Is just getting into this whole busi. 
state Public Utilities Commission for a certlfi- would rupture slmilltaneously. ness" ··'d Peter Stromberg a seismic safety 

Petrolane's May pointed out that the nature • ""' ' cate to build the mixing facility, a step that of the storage tanks provide a conservative specialist with the state Seismic Safety Com-
would ordinarily require an enVironmental Im· measure of protection. since they are double- mission. "For some reason, we just haven't got-
pact report. ten Into the energy field." 

The examiner in the case, however, conclud- walled and have a layer or insulation between Each local, state or federal agency contacted 
ed that safety questions involved were "insigni- the two shells. by The Times said it had either no jurisdiction 
ficant" and proposed isSuing a "negative decla- Storage tanks also are known for their ability over the Petrolane facility or jurisdiction over 
ration, "which would exempt the gas coms;:ny to wlthStand destruction durin¥ severe earth· only a particular aspect of IL 
from having to prepare an EIR and ad ess qquuaakkeeso.fThlsl96·• anwdasthperoSanvedFedrnunanngdothearthe Alasquakkea An official with the federal Office of Pipeline 
questions of vessel Safety or the operation of of l""l. • Safety, for example, said the 6,000-foot pipeline 
the storage facility. '" from the wharf to the storage area did not fall 

However, on March 15, the state Coastline Since no risk analysis was done on the Petro- under federal jurisdiction because it carried li· 
Commisssion flied an exception to the proposed lane facility, there is no way to determine the quefied propane. Uthe propane were in its gas. 
PUC action, expressing "strong concerns" about likelihood of various events in addition to eous form, il would be covered by federal regu-
the safety of the LPG terminal complex. earthquakes, such as the effects on the storage lations, he said. 

The CoasUine Com111ission said the exarnin- tanks from a fire or "BLEVE" In a nearby tank The U.S. Coast Guard has jurisdiction over 
er's decision appeared to have been due "pri- truck or raifroad tank car. the facility from the time the LPG tankers en-
marily to the unfamiliarity with the potential A seismic study was done for Petrolane in ter U.S. territorial waters to the point they are 

unloaded. A Coast Guard spokesman said the 
agency does not now consider that it has juris
diction over the inland storage fac!llcy. 

The Coast Guard is circulating a draft of a 
permit procedure for marine terminals handling 
hazardous materials. This procedure would re
gulate all aspects of new LPG tidewater facili
ties, Including inland storage areas. It also 
would ap~ly retroactively to facilities such as 
Petrolarie s If "reasonable Improvements'' were 
required "at the discretion of the commandant." 

Under the proposed permit procedure, the 
Coast Guard would inspect the design, con
struction and operation of terminal facilities and 
require that operators and supervisory person
nel be re<J.uired to hold licenses. 

A termmal applicant would have to supply a 
chart of all areas Within 5,000 feet showing 
various structures such as schools, hospitals, 
buildings with more than 100 persons, recrea
tion areas and other facilities handling flamma
ble, l!leploslve or toxic materials. 

"No specific guidelines are Implied In this 
listing of structures and zones of human activi
ty," the Coast Guard said, "but the applicant 
would have the burden of proof using profes· 
sional risk analysis techniques to show that the 
site and waterway route chosen presents no 
more risk than (the) population is eX)losed to in 
that area from such natural risks as hurricanes, 
earthquakes, fatal heart attack and death by 
cancer." 
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Gas Facility Quake Safety 
·Questioned in PUC Report 

BY LARRY PRYOR 
Times staff WrUtr 

A lk1ueficd petroleum gas (LPG) 
storage facility in San Pedro was not 
designed to -withstand the maximum 
credible earthquake from two nearby 
fault zones. the staff .ot the Public 
Utilities Commission said in a draft 
safctv rcnort. 

Th·c fa-cility, which c;an hold up to 
25.2 million gallons· of the hazardous 
rucl, was built on Lhc assumption that 
lhc maximum. earthquake on the 
Nc\vport .. Jnglewood Fault would be 
5.fi magnitude and lhe Palos Verdes 
Fault would be 6.0 magnilude. 

Recent studies, the report said, in .. 
dicate a maximum earthquake for the 
NC\Yport- Inglewood of .7.0, and for 
tha Palos Verdes, 7.0 to· 7.2 on the 
Hichtcr scale. Botli arc considered by 
geologists lo be active faults. 

'l1hc conclusion thal could be 
d1'a\vn, lh~ PUC draft report snid, \s: 

0 Within Lhcir lifetime, the LPG 
tanks may experience an earthquake 
of ~\lch magnitude as to severely 

damage. both tanks, spHling· their con-
tents. ·· 
, uThc actual effects of such ~an oc .. 

currcncc • . . depends on a nurypcr or 
factors, bul mostly upon the amount 
of LPG actualJy in the tanks at the 
lime of rupture and whether the es
caping liquid vaporizes and is ignited. 

"Certainly ir lhc tanks were empty J 
little impacl would result other than: 
the loss of lhc tanks, but if both were 
Full or nearly full and both ruplurcd, 
the impact could be disastrous, espe
c1ally since the catch basin can only 
hold the conlents of one tank, .. 

The PUC staff recommended that 
the reservoir at the base of the LPG 
tanks be· expanded lo hold the volume 
.or both tanks. Ir lhe impoundment 
were deepened, the reporl said, the 
chance of spillage of LPG onto nearby 
Gaff cy St. 0 would be minimized in the 
event lhe dike cracked.,. 

'f hc rcporl said that if the LPG 
Please Turn to Page 22, Col. 1 
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GaS Facility Safety Questioned 
Continued from First Page · 
tanks rupture while Cull, the propane
bascd liquid would flow Into an ad· 
jacent drainage channel and exceed 
its capacity. · 

"The liquid would flow soulh\vard 
along .qacrey SL .and would accurnu-· 
late in a large pool around the inter
section of Gaffey and Battery Sts.," 
the report said. "From there it ·would. 
enter the storm sewers w.hich flow 
into the harbor about 800 feet away." 

Unlike liquefied natural gas 
(LNG), which is liquefied methane 
that is kept at minus 260 degrees, 
LPG Is stored aL minus 45 degrees, .or 
even higher temperatures if it is un
der pressure. When it turns into a 
gas, however.· LPG hugs the ground 
and is more volatifo than LNG vapors 
which rlsc. 

The PUC report declined to specu
late on the possibility of ignition or 
explosion or an LPG spill at San Pe
dro, noting that results from exper
iments by federal agencies are not 
available. · 

A spokesman for the U.S. Coast 
Guard said further experiments with 
large-scale LPG spills would be car
ried out at China Lake in about four 
weeks, but he said a great deal of re
search on LPG spills already bad 
been done. 

"ll's a matter of confirmation or the 
behavior (of propane vapor clouds) 
rather than going into a new area.'' 
he said. 

Numerous reports by the National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) 
document open-air detonations of 
LPG in transportation accidents, sev
eral with devastating results. 

An explosion of unconfined vapor 
from a railroad tank car at Decatur, 
m.. In 1974, for example, set off a 
1lllm.!;·~·5;!'2t,t;·111·111 111 J~ 

Some accidents have· 
resulted in devastating 
LPG explosions. 
!\Wii~iiill'~l"f'!.1 .... 11111 ~ 
shock wave that was felt 40 miles 
away, damaged 700 homes and 11 
schools. Losses totaled Sl8 million. 
Seven railroad employcs were killed. 

Another explosion in Franklin 
County, Mo., in 1970, caused by a rup· 
tured LPG pipeline, "extensively 
damaged 13 homes within a 2-milc 
radius. sheared telephone poles, 
snapped tree trunks, smashed win· 
dows 12 miles away, and registered 
on a seismograph in St. Louis, 55 
miles distant," the NTSB report said. 

The fatality rate would have been 
high, the NTSB said, except the rural 
area had been swiftly evacuated. 

The San Pedro LPG facility, oper
ated by Pelrolane, Inc., of Long 
Beach. is on industrially zoned land 
but is within 1.000 feet or a residential 
street. The adjacent area also has 
schools, apartment houses and a 
drive-in theater. 

A spokesman for Petrolanc sal< 
Chicago Bridge and Iron, Inc., whid 
builL the plant for Petrolane, is re· 
viewing ils specifications to see if th1 
tanks can withstand greater shakinf 
than anticipated. 

''The preliminary numbers they arc 
willing to stand by Indicate the tank1 
will not fall even if a .7g force Is ex· 
ertcd on them," said Frank Maple 
vice president of the LPG Gas Divl· 
sion of Pctrolanc. 

The plant.was designed to sustain• 
peak acceleration of .45g, or slighll) 
less than half the force or gravity. 

Maple said these studies would bE 
turned over to the PUC. "If somebod) 
said those tanks were not safe, WE 
wouldn't want to operate them,'' he 
concluded. 

The facility is coming under .in· 
creasing scrutiny because the South· 
ern California Gas Co. has proposec 
buying 5 to 6 mlllion barrels per year 
of propane from Pelrolane, mixing It 
with air in· a facility in Wiimington 
and injecting the gas into its dist.ribU· 
tion system. 

This requires approval of the PUC. 
An examiner in the case initially rec
ommended that an environmental im
pact report. which would Include a 
safety analysis, was not necessary. 
This ruling is being contested by a 
number of agencies, including the 
slate Coastal Linc Commission and 
the city of Los Angeles. 

The city attorney's office has tiled s 
petition with the PUC pllinllng out 
that compressors at the Petr-0lane fa· 
cility arc creating noise and vibration 
problems in the adjacent residential 
area in violation of the city noise or
dinance. 

Petrolane's Maple said the company 
had Installed a muffler on one of 
three compressors and was evaluat
ing the results. 

Critics or the facility argue that 
noise, seismic and other problcms
such as the adequacy of the design of 
a 6,000-Coot pipeline from the harbor 
lo the storage facility-should be 
evaluated. 

The LPG demand crented by the 
gas company project would require 21 
to 23 shiploads of LPG into the inner 
Los Angeles Harbor per year, but the 
Coastline Commission staff has 
argued that a risk analysis and risk 
management plan for Petrolane's 
operations should be done "before an
other LPG tanker is permitted to 
berth at the LPG terminal." 

"The existing unloading and trans
fer facility appears to be poorly sited 
and equipped for receiving LPG tank
ers," the Coastline Commission staff 
said in comments In the PUC study. ll 
said the terminal is adjacent to pet
rochemical transport and storage fa· 
cilities and to a large lumber yard. 

"An LPG accident with major con
sequences could result not only from 
direct LPG operations, but also from 
accidents occurring at these nearby 

facitllies," the Ci:lasUine Commission 
staff said. . 
· A recent report by the city's Haz
ardous Cargo Task Force commended 
the safety procedures at the facility 
as being "very adequate,'' but recom
mended that the offloading berth "be 
conslde'red for relocation to the outer 
harbor!" 

The task force said the city's Build
ing and Safety Department had 
"evaluated the seismic design of the 
storage raclllty and found design and 
construct.Ion to be adequate and is in 
the process or issuing permits ap~ 
proving the installation." . . 

Although the storage tanks were 
put in operation In 1974, they were 
built without a building permit. Pet
rolane officials said they applied for 
permits but were told by lhe city the 
tanks were exempt. 

The Building Department revised 
that ruling after a story appeared in 
the April 4 edition of The Times 
IB!ll!Tll JilmN:O llllfflillllllllllHlll ! I 'l11JI 

City evaluations of 
facility found seismic 
design adequately safe. 
111111 i ' I J Ill I I ii 11111 111111 

pointing out that the tanks had been 
built without a building permit. 

John Robb, a seismic safety spe
cialist with the department, said the 
original consultants in the project, 
Converse Davis Dixon Assn., had 
been asked to reevaluate the Petro
lane project on the basis of more com· 
plete seismic data. · 

Considerable study has been devot
ed to the Palos Verdes and Newport
Inglewood faults recently because or 
a proposal lo put an LNG facility on 
Terminal Island, which is In the same 
area. , 

The PUC staff also said the seismic 
safety design of the storage tanks 
"should be reviewed in light or recent 
studies indicating the potential activi
ty of the Palos Verdes Fault." 

This leaves open ~he possibility 
that the $9 million facility will be 
found to be obsolete only three years 
after it started operations. 

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission. 



Kit Fox 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Janet Gunter <arrianeS@aol.com> 
Thursday, September 18, 2014 11:48 AM 
lawrence.kathryn@epa.gov; lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; leonido-john.steven@epa.gov; 
helmlinger.andrew@epa.gov; Lara.Larramendi@mail.house.gov; 
laurie.saroff@mail.house.gov; rachel.zaiden@mail.house.gov; david.wulf@hq.dhs.gov; 
wesling.mary@epamail.epa.gov; amartinez@earthjustice.org; don.holmstrom@csb.gov; 
dan.tillema@csb.gov; Rafael.Moure-Eraso@csb.gov 
rgb251@berkeley.edu; jones@usgs.gov; jancperry@icloud.com; rob.wilcox@lacity.org; 
Brian Campbell <b.camp@cox.net>;jduhovic@hotmail.eom; Jim Knight <knightjim33 
@gmail.com>; Kit Fox;johngoya@westoceanmd.com; mwilson@dir.ca.gov; 

gsolomon@calepa.ca.org; mark.stormes@lacity.org 
To members of EPA & DHS and Congressional Reps present at: Rancho LPG Meeting of 

Sept. 10th 
Earthjustice_Letter_to_EPA_re_Rancho_Faiclity_9-8-2014.pdf 

Dear Lisa, Ms. Lawrence, Mr. Wulf, Mr Helmlinger, and all others involved in the meeting of Sept. 
10th in San Pedro-

I'm sure that most of you were displeased (to say the least) with the less than warm reception that 
many of us gave you at the meeting. And, I can understand your feelings about that. However, I 
think that it is important to explain the "why" of that situation. 

I and a number of others have been up front actively fighting this ultra hazardous LPG facility for 
well over 10 years now. We have achieved little, if any, progress. Over this past decade there have 
been multiple admissions of the extreme risk posed by this LPG facility, on a number of levels, by a 
long line of politicians and public officials. However, none have exhibited the strength or commitment 
necessary to remove the hazard and protect the people. Considering the incredible magnitude of 
disaster potential and its ability to not only kill thousands but to decimate the the combined ports of 
LA and Long Beach, it is impossible to understand the lethargy of government. However, we do 
understand the immense power of the energy industry and its control over the political 
arena. Certainly, that has been proven in this instance and references all the way back to the Nixon 
administration's helpful hand to RJ Munzer (CEO Petrolane LPG) in the introduction of this facility in 
the early 1970's. 

Those of us still engaged in this battle to protect our Harbor area have been very disappointed in 
numerous public officials which now include Congressman Waxman. While we were elated to initially 
find his interest and concern about this issue, his follow up on that concern proved to be weak and far 
less than any response needed to resolve it. Our hopes were bolstered when he chose not to run for 
office again as we realized that he would not need the money of the energy industry to fund any next 
campaign. But, alas .... any interest in creating a means to draft responding legislation, question the 
fallacy of the EPA's acceptance of an "impound basin" as a mitigation measure of safety for butane 
gas, address the Port's revocable permit for use of the rail for transport, scrutinize the liability 
insurance situation, or identify the extraordinary vulnerability for terrorism and earthquake disaster at 
Rancho LPG, were never pursued. Instead, the office provided this Sept. 10th meeting which was 
designed to allow the EPA and OHS to rally around their existing "programs" and attempt to defend 
regulations that have no real ability to ensure public safety at this specific facility. Also, the set up of 
the meeting was to respond to "pre-written" questions at the "end" in an effort to diffuse any public 
intercourse on a matter that is "life threatening" to those in attendance. I'm hoping that you are 
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beginning to understand the outrage. But, more than understanding our outrage, it is imperative that 
you find within yourselves the interest in addressing the violations of public safety that persist through 
time unreasonably and irresponsibly. 

The Chemical Safety Board has been very up front about how deficient existing regulations 
(particularly in California) are as they pertain to these types of facilities and the protection of the 
public. The meeting the other night was just a continuation of attempts to "justify" and to "defend" the 
"indefensible". I requested that Lisa pass out to you the comments of Professor Bob Bea (at UC 
Berkeley) who has grave concerns about this facility. Known as the "Master of Disaster'', Bea has 
answered the question of whether this facility is "Safe" with a resounding "No". Considering that Bea 
has been the forensic risk expert hired by the US government on almost every major catastrophe in 
this Country, one would assume that his words of caution would carry great weight. Instead, we 
witness even his words being ignored. So, we ask ... what will it take to prompt action on 
this? Answer; Sadly, the devastation itself. 

One of our activists was recently asked by a naive public official, "What do you want me to do about 
Rancho LPG?" .Her answer, "I want you to do what you will have wished you would have done affer 
the catastrophe has occurred." Every one of you has the potential here to impact action in this 
situation that can save lives. This note is being written in hopes that you might find the sheer will to 
pursue that action. You could make the difference. Meanwhile, our fight will continue as the 
probability of an event at Rancho increases daily. Whether it is an earthquake, a terrorism attack, it's 
antiquated 40 yr. old infrastructure, or simple human failure, it is simply a matter of "when" not "if'. If 
you listen closely, even you will hear the clock on that bomb needlessly ticking. 

Thank you so much for your time, and also for your patience in reading and hearing our words. 

Sincerely, 
Janet Gunter 
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QEARTHJUSTICE 
ALASKA CALIFORNIA FLORIDA MID-PACIFIC NORTHEAST NORTHERN ROCKIES 

NORTHWEST ROCKY MOUNTAIN WASHINGTON, DC INTERNATIONAL 

September 8, 2014 

Jared Blumenfeld 
Regional Administrator 
USEPA, Region 9 
7 5 Hawthorne St. 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: RANCHO LPG/PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE, SAN PEDRO, 
CA 

Dear Mr. Blumenfeld: 

I am writing regarding the Risk Management Plan ("RMP") for the Rancho Liquefied 
Petroleum Gas ("LPG")/Plains All American Pipeline ("Rancho Facility") in San Pedro, 
California. As the EPA is well aware, facilities that handle LPG can pose serious threats to 
neighboring communities. Given the dense community adjacent to the Rancho Facility, it is vital 
that the RMP provide a sufficient approach to protect the community from what could be great 
harm given the amount of flammable fossil fuels that are stored at this facility. 

In particular, I am seeking justification for the inclusion of a Yi mile worst case scenario 
blast radius in the RMP. It appears that the blast radius calculation for this facility is not based 
on storing flammable materials, but rather based on the formula for toxics. This substitution of 
liquefied toxics allows for a much smaller blast radius. It appears EPA has allowed this reduced 
blast radius because of passive mitigation in the form of an impound basin. It does not appear 
that this reduced blast radius is justified because of this passive mitigation. 

Based on my understanding of the physical properties of LPG, the product is only 
liquefied under pressure and low temperatures. If this product is released into the ambient air, it 
would rapidly tum into a vapor and dramatically expand in volume. It appears that the impound 
basin would be wholly ineffective to catch the entire contents of the facility's two 12.5 million 
gallon tanks ifthere is a rupture. In the event ofrelease of LPG, the product would likely flow 
into the community in its vaporized form. Any spark could result in ignition, which could lead 
to great harm to the surrounding community and the port. 

This lenience in protection of public safety is further exacerbated because the Rancho 
Facility does not have to directly notify the neighborhood in the event of an emergency because 
there are "no toxics" stored at the facility. It only needs to notify the police and fire department. 
The Rancho Facility tries to have it both ways. On one hand it seeks lenience because it claims it 
is more like a facility storing liquefied toxics, and on the other hand it says it does not need to 

50 CALIFORNIA STREET SUITE 500 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
T: 415.217.2000 F: 415.217.2040 E: caoffice@earthjustice.org W: www.earthjustice.org 



Jared Blumenfeld 
September 8, 2014 
Page 2 of2 

notify the public because there are "no toxics" on site. This problematic inconsistency needs to 
be better justified. 

Overall, Earthjustice would like to understand more fully the basis for discounting the 
blast radius due to the passive mitigation measures. It does not appear to be an effective 
mitigation measure to protect the community if an accident happens. In my discussions with 
community members, they are deeply concerned about this facility. Residents should not be 
afraid to live in their communities, and it is incumbent upon our public agencies to make sure 
residents feel secure in their neighborhoods. 

Given the serious nature of the concerns about this facility, I would appreciate a prompt 
response about whether the RMP is adequate to protect public and safety. Please do not hesitate 
to contact me if you have questions about my request. 

Sincerely, 

Adriano L. Martinez 
Staff Attorney 
Earth justice 



Kit Fox 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Janet Gunter <arrianeS@aol.com> 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 6:18 PM 
lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; rachel.zaiden@mail.house.gov; 
Lara.Larramendi@mail.house.gov; annette.mcdonald@mail.house.gov; 
amartinez@earthjustice.org; noelweiss@ca.rr.com; MrEnvirlaw@sbcglobal.net; CC; Kit 
Fox; melamed@gmail.com; Rafael.Moure-Eraso@csb.gov; don.holmstrom@csb.gov; 
dan.tillema@csb.gov 
EPA Appeal Letter of Janet Gunter for "Exempted" FOIA Request 
epa_appeal_letter _sept_22_2014.docx; epa_appeal_addendum_sept_2014.docx 
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Janet Schaaf-Gunter 
PO Box 642 - San Pedro, CA 90733 

(310) 251-7075 - Email: arriane5@aol.com 

September 22, 2014 

Nat'l Freedom of Information Officer 
US EPA, 1'.0IA and Privacy Branch 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. (2822T) 
Washington, DC 

RE: APPEAL ON EPA FOIA REQUEST REGARDING 25 MILLION GALLON BUTANE 
AND PROPANE GAS FACILITY: RANCHO LPG LLC/ PLAINS ALL AMERICAN 
PIPELINE 

#EP A-R9-2014-009135 

To Whom It May Concern: 

On August 25, 2014, the EPA responded to my FOIA request of August 4th for all 
correspondence engaged in between the EPA and a highly explosive operation, Rancho 
LPG/Plains All American Pipeline/Plains Mid-Stream Canada, and their lobbyist, Rudy 
Svorinich. While I was provided some information, the communication of greatest concern was 
related to the negotiations between the EPA and the Rancho facility in resolving the series of 
potential violations listed below issued in an EPA Cause letter of March 2013. The consent 
agreement was issued in late July of this year. The bulk of this information was not provided and 
determined to be "exempt" from disclosure. The information requested was integral to the 
public's understanding of the EPA's rationale in its perception of the facility's safety and its 
issuance of a compromise with a penalty fee of $260,000 to settle the potential violations. Please 
keep in mind that this facility, which stores the energy equivalent of over 50 atomic bombs 
continues to operate within 1,000 ft. of pre-existing homes, schools, and recently built busy 
stores. 

Allegations of original EPA letter included the following as succinctly described: 
1. The companies failed to identify and assess its rail storage area as a process for inclusion in its 

Risk Management Plan. 



2. The companies failed to adequately identify potential seismic stresses on the support structure 
for the emergency flare in accordance with design codes. 

3. The companies did not properly address the consequences of a loss of the city water system for 
fire suppression in the event of an earthquake. 

4. The companies failed to inspect tank 1 according to a timetable set forth in the API standard 653. 
5. (verbatim) The facility's response plan identified the facility as a responding facility in which 

the employees will take response action in the event of a release, per 40 C.F .R. 68.90(a). 
However, the facility's emergency response plan developed under paragraph (a)(l) of that part 
was not coordinated with the community emergency response plan developed under 42 U.S.C. 
11003. In addition, the facility manager and employees stated to EPA that they are not 
emergency responders for the facility, but are only authorized to take life safety and evacuation 
actions. The companies failed to develop and implement an emergency response program for the 
purpose of protecting public health and the environment, including at a minimum, procedures for 
informing the public and emergency response agencies in the event of a release. The facility 
failed to clearly indicate to their own employees whether they would be emergency responders or 
would evacuate. This is in violation of Section 112®(7) of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. & 7412®, and 
40 C.F.R. & 68.95(a)(l)(i), which requires an owner or operator to develop and implement an 
emergency response program including a plan that shall be maintained at the stationary source 
and contain procedures for informing the public and local emergency response agencies about 
accidental releases. 

6. The companies failed to ensure that the drain pipe located in the base of the containment basin 
and the valve located near Gaffey Street were included in the mechanical integrity program. 

This particular facility is of extreme concern, due to its massive volume of liquefied 
petroleum gasses, and has been ever since its introduction in 1973 under the heavy political favor 
of the Nixon administration for his friend and then CEO of Petrolane LPG, RJ Munzer. The 
facility was exempted from many regulations at that time and sits in an earthquake rupture zone 
on land identified as "liquefaction" and "landslide" areas. An ERZ is a location where multiple 
EQ faults intersect. This is the only ERZ in the LA harbor area. The largest of these three faults, 
the Palos Verdes Fault has a magnitude potential of 7.3. The two 12.5 million gallon butane 
tanks were built over 42 years ago without LA City Building permits at the time to a seismic sub
standard of 5.5-6.0! 

There are many unanswered questions regarding the EPA Settlement with Rancho LPG. 
One of the statements made by the EPA include that Rancho LPG has invested $7.2 million 

into facility improvements since purchasing it in 2008. The FERC filings for parent company 
Plains All American Pipeline/ Rancho LPG LLC do not back this up. Also the FERC filings and 
the Rancho LPG website state that Rancho LPG is owned by "Plains-Midstream Canada", so 
there is a question as to why "Plains midstream Canada" was not also cited by the EPA along 
with Rancho LPG. The signatory on the EPA consent document for Rancho LPG is Scott Sills, 
the Vice President of Plains Mid-Stream Canada, yet that company is not identified anywhere in 
the legal filings. Where is the authority cited in the settlement which states that the Plains 
Midstream Canada (already under criminal investigation by the Canadian officials for two 
massive oil spills in 2011) has the right, power, or authority to act on behalf of Rancho LPG? 
Also, why was the parent company of Plains Midstream Canada, "Plains All American Pipeline, 
LLP", not included as part of the settlement or the charges? 



Other significant points to be made are the following: 
1. Rancho did not evaluate seismic stresses on the emergency support system of the facility until 
August 2011 ; (Count I) 
2. Rancho failed to inspect the drain from the secondary containment basin until March 
2012 (Count IV); In the case of butane any basin is not effective in its capture since the 
"liquefied" butane gas will turn into a vapor when warmed by ambient air temperature; 
3. Rancho did not even inspect Tank 1 until July 2012 Four years after facility purchase.(Count 
III); 
4. Rancho failed to analyze the consequences of the loss of fire suppression of water supply 
until May 2013, (water will not extinguish a butane fire anyway); (Count II); 

So it took between 3 and 5 years for Rancho to conduct these very basic functions. 

Now let's· look at what EPA left out (i.e. failed to negotiate or prosecute) thereby leaving the 
public still at risk if Rancho failed to cure these deficiencies. 

The consent omits all reference to two of the alleged violations: 

(A). Failure to incorporate within its Risk Management Plan a hazard assessment of the rail 
storage area; and 
(B) Failure to develop an emergency response plan which is coordinated with a local emergency 
response plan, which provides for procedures to report to the public and local government in the 
event of an accident, and which further specifies how Rancho's employees are to act in the event 
of an accident (e.g. whether the employees would evacuate or be emergency responders). 

Aside from the foregoing significant omissions (other than in Paragraphs 11 and 12 on 
pages 2-3 of the Consent Agreement) relating to the absence of a Risk Management Plan, the 
failure to incorporate the rail storage area within the ambit of the rail storage plan (this 'area' 
constitutes the railroad tracks fronting the Rancho facility which are (after-acquired) tidelands 
trust assets, which Rancho uses as free storage for its own commercial purpose (which puts the 
Port in violation of the Tidelands Trust law; exposes the State (who owns the tidelands trust 
assets) at risk of liability in the event of an accident; provides an unlawful subsidy to Rancho in 
the form of being able to (unlawfully) use public (tidelands trust) assets for its own private use, 
exposes the Port to liability for mismanagement and to develop an emergency response plan 
which incorporates the actions of its employees and states how the government and the public 
are going to be informed of accidents or accidental releases . 

1. The EPA fails to note or to deal with Rancho's financial insolvency. Plains All American 
Pipeline should have been included in this matter. This demonstrates the inadequacy, 
administrative negligence, and regulatory capture of the EPA by this industry, and this entity. 
This is what it took 15 months to negotiate? EPA had an opportunity here to require Rancho to 
provide better financial assurances to the public. I am assuming here the EPA has the power to 
insist on insurance or better protection of the public. The EPA certainly had an opportunity here 
to take a much closer look at this facility and completely and utterly failed to do so. Why not? 
Why not investigate the economic condition of Rancho? EPA could subpoena Rancho's 



insurance and insist that Plains All America Pipeline, LP be responsible for Rancho's operations 
(See Section F (Paragraphs 41-44 of the Consent Agreement, including the statement that Plains 
Mainstream Canada is authorized to act on behalf of Rancho. This is inconsistent with Rancho's 
FERC filings which state that Rancho is 100% owned by Plains LPG Services, LP Why can't 
EPA do its job and inquire into this? Answer: The EPA is either incompetent, lazy, or 
administratively captured by Rancho and the other oil entities it regulates. Should there be an 
accident at this facility (heaven-forbid), this action by the EPA will stand out as yet another in a 
long series of incomplete and incompetent acts by our government in ignoring the core 
underlying issue of whether a facility is "safe. 

The EPA callously, irresponsibly, negligently, and conveniently ignored its responsibilities to 
public safety while the core of the problem still exists. The risk being run here by inaction is so 
large relative to the benefits as to shock the conscience and common sense of anyone looking at 
this objectively. 

2. The issue of Rancho's facilitation of the violation of the Port's Operating Agreement with 
Pacific Harbor rail service is ignored. Another lost opportunity. PHL (the short-line railroad) 
may feel impelled and compelled to take Rancho's shipments of propane and butane as a 
licensed carrier under Federal regulations; in effect, PHL cannot say no. But the issue of the use 
of tank cars to transport the butane and propane through the Port (does the Port know 
when? Does LA Fire know when?) was implicated within the scope of the alleged violation 
(which EPA ignores) of Rancho's failure to consider the loaded railroad tank cars as the 
functional equivalent of a 'storage tank' for purposes of preparing an RMP (Risk Management 
Plan). To be noted is that PHL is acting contrary to its duties under its Operating Agreement with 
the Port because the Operating Agreement does not allow the rail spur or the railroad tracks 
fronting Rancho's facility to be used for the transport of butane or propane ('hazardous 
materials' under the Operating Agreement). The solution? EPA could have used this situation as 
a way to either renegotiate the Operating Agreement or prosecute Rancho with the object of 
shutting Rancho down until the public is adequately protected. This silence is an abdication of 
EPA's public responsibilities and runs contrary to the broader public interest. It is shameful. 
Should there be an accident, what will EPA say? It resolved the problem by this paltry $260,000 
fine? 

3. Note the careful language in Paragraph 1 of the EPA's Consent Agreement. Presumably 
Rancho negotiated this and it is false by omission (it is incomplete) because it does not state that 
Rancho is a wholly owned subsidiary of Plains LPG Services, LP, which is operated by Plains 
Midstream Canada. Nor does it state where Rancho is headquartered, although the last page 
certificate of service lists Rancho's address as being in Houston. In this case, they don't even 
use the company address in Shafter, California only referencing that Rancho is 'registered to 
conduct business in California'. So the EPA countenances a misrepresentation to the public 
about Rancho's status, something which is of vital importance to the public, something which 
Rancho wants to conceal from the public; and something which (apparently) the EPA is content 
to permit. 



Hopefully, this description of the problem will help you to understand the reason why the 
information related to the negotiations in this case are so vitally important. "Why" was the EPA 
convinced that the facility is now "safe"? What was said or done by Rancho LPG that reassures 
our Environmental Protection Agency that our environment, within this community, is any safer? 
Item number 5 in the complaint, as it relates to the community awareness/ emergency plan, has 
never been implemented by the owners of Rancho LPG. In the case of a tank rupture at that 
facility, the butane gas will explode within minutes if not seconds. How is an emergency plan in 
that particular case ever addressed? It is critical for the public to understand the reasons why the 
EPA has cleared the way for the Rancho operators to continue storing and transporting this ultra
hazardous product. We don't have to look far to see the disasters caused by a lack of proper 
attention paid to such hazardous operations. The catastrophes of West, TX, San Bruno, 
Richmond, Katrina, the Gulf and a laundry list of others give us great cause for concern, and 
shine a spotlight on a glaring problem of deficient oversight. This facility, a facility that should 
have never been placed in this vastly populated area and hub of commerce (the Ports of LA and 
Long Beach), is in the wrong location. Those of us sitting in its shadow deserve every 
opportunity to understand the reasons why our government (the EPA) deems it "safe". 

I hope that you will re-consider granting us this appeal and provide the information for our 
review to better understand how and why the EPA has come to its decision. 

Sincerely, 

Janet Schaaf-Gunter 
Member: San Pedro and Peninsula Homeowners United 

cc. Congresswoman Janice Hahn 
Congressman Hemy Waxman 
Carol Melamed, First Amendment Coalition 
Adrian Martinez, Earthjustice 
Anthony Patchett, Atty 
Noel Weiss, Atty 
Rancho Palos Verdes City Council 
Rafael Moure Eraso, Chemical Safety Board 
Don Holmstrom, Chemical Safety Board 
Dan Tillema, Chemical Safety Board 



Janet Schaaf-Gunter 
PO Box 642 - San Pedro, CA 90733 

(310) 251·7075 - Email: arriane5@aol.com 

September 23, 2014 

Nat'l Freedom oflnformation Officer 
US EPA, FOIA and Privacy Branch 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. (2822T) 
Washington, DC 20004 

RE: ADDENDUM ON APPEAL OF SEPTEMBER 22, 2014: 
APPEAL ON EPA FOIA REQUEST REGARDING 25 MILLION GALLON BUTANE AND 
PROPANE GAS FACILITY: RANCHO LPG LLC/ PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE 

#EPA-R9-2014-009135 

To Whom It May Concern: 

In my appeal, I failed to include a very critical point. This addendum is meant to be 
added to my original correspondence. 

In the submitted RMP for "Worst Case Blast Radius Scenario" by Rancho LPG and their 
operators, Plains Mid-stream Canada, Plains All American Pipeline, they use a reduced formula 
for calculating that radius. Apparently, the EPA was being threatened in the late 1990's by a 
lawsuit from the American Petroleum Industry if the EPA did not offer a "reduced" worst case 
formula for a hazardous facility that had performed a safety mitigation measure. In the case of 
this LPG facility (then under the ownership of Amerigas) the EPA acquiesced by allowing a 
completely "non-responsive" impound basin as a method of capturing the "liquid" contents of 
butane upon tank rupture to be considered as mitigation. Of course, this is a completely illogical 
concept as "liquid" butane gas is ONLY "liquid" under the refrigeration of the tank. Once that 
"liquid" meets ambient air temperature it immediately vaporizes and will expand over 200 times 
its volume. The vapor is heavier than air and will overflow any basin seeking an ignition source. 
However, the EPA "granted" this reduced formula to the LPG facility for establishing their worst 
case blast radius! So, rather than use the proper calculation for "flammables", the facility is 
allowed to use the worst case blast calculation for "toxics". This affords the advantage of 
Rancho LPG to report in their RMP a 112 mile blast radius from ONE of their 12.5 million gallon 
butane tanks, as opposed to the more accurate radius from "flammables" at 3.1 miles! The 
facility has reported that within that Yz mile radius, 750 people will be affected. In that number 
of casualties, the facility "excludes" the hundreds of children attending the two schools that fall 
within the Yz mile radius due to the fact that they are not "permanent residents". Also excluded 
in that radius is the Home Depot, the Target store, the business center and the industrial complex. 
All of this is unmentioned and not considered in the population to be affected. What is perhaps 



more astonishing than that, is that directly due north of the Rancho LPG facility, approximately 
Yi mile from the 300,000 gallon bullet propane tanks of Rancho's facility, sit the most hazardous 
butane tanks of the abutting Phillips 66 refinery. Propane tanks are noted for their ability to 
"bleve" and explode and shoot shrapnel from these bullet tanks for miles. The "bullet" propane 
tanks are never to be "aimed" at anything .... particularly anything "explosive". However, these 
tanks are directly aimed at the two 5 million gallon butane tanks of Phillips 66 and the smaller 
ones to the north of them. In this case, however, we are only thinking of the fact that the RMP 
worst case from the rupture of the single 12.5 million gallon butane tank ALSO encompasses the 
two 5 million gallon butane tanks of the Phillips 66 refinery in their Yi mile blast radius! THAT 
point is carefully circumvented in the reporting of what is impacted in Rancho's worst case. 
Does this omission not seem to be irresponsible? Certainly, the inclusion of those tanks would 
greatly impact the overall resulting event. It also seems highly irresponsible that the EPA, as a 
rule, does not look at the "cumulative" impact, nor the potential for "cascading failure events" as 
a means of establishing safety! 

It is clear that the EPA and other regulatory agencies have significant problems with oversight 
and management in their protection of the public. As simple citizens, we recognize the void of 
common sense employed in analysis of these extremely dangerous situations. There have been 
enough catastrophes witnessed recently that all have a direct tie to this sad reality. It is time to 
re-assess. It is time for the government to begin the process of acting proactively instead of 
simply reacting to the carnage and destruction that this ambivalence of safety delivers. 

Please grant our appeal to review the correspondence and negotiations that were responsible 
for the EPA' s compromise with the operators of Rancho LPG. It is important that our public is 
allowed to inspect and understand the actions of our public representatives and agencies. 

Thank you again, 

Janet Schaaf-Gunter 
Member: San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United INC. 



Kit Fox 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Fred Millar <fmillarfoe@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 8:00 PM 

Janet Gunter 
lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; rachel.zaiden@mail.house.gov; 
Lara.Larramendi@mail.house.gov; annette.mcdonald@mail.house.gov; 
amartinez@earthjustice.org; noelweiss@ca.rr.com; AGPatchett; CC; Kit Fox; 
melamed@gmail.com; Rafael. Moure-Eraso; Don. Holmstrom; Dan Tillema 
Re: EPA Appeal Letter of Janet Gunter for "Exempted" FOIA Request 

Way to go, Janet! Hope some of your officials support your appeal. Any media support also? 

I'm still busy with crude oil by rail issues.... Commenting on new NPRM by DOT by Sept 30. 
Best, 
Fred 

On Tue, Sep 23, 2014 at 9:17 PM, Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com> wrote: 

Fred Millar 
915 S. Buchanan St No. 29 
Arlington VA 22204 
703-979-9191 
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Kit Fox 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Joseph Puerta <joethedoor@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 9:35 PM 
Janet Gunter; lisa.pinto@mail.house.gov; rachel.zaiden@mail.house.gov; 
Lara.Larramendi@mail.house.gov; annette.mcdonald@mail.house.gov; 
amartinez@earthjustice.org; noelweiss@ca.rr.com; MrEnvirlaw@sbcglobal.net; CC; Kit 
Fox; melamed@gmail.com; Rafael.Moure-Eraso@csb.gov; don.holmstrom@csb.gov; 
dan.tillema@csb.gov 
Re: EPA Appeal Letter of Janet Gunter for "Exempted" FOIA Request 

Janet, another well researched, well written letter. I can't believe with all that is going on in 
the world with terrorist threats against the US unabated and even intensifying that the 
people in charge of our safety seem to be so detached from this potential reality. I can 
only hope tha~ this reaches them and a real, serious look is given to this problem. 
I am in Milwaukee until Sunday. When I get back let me know if there is anything I can do. 
All the best, Joe Puerta 

On Tuesday, September 23, 2014 8:17 PM, Janet Gunter <arriane5@aol.com> wrote: 
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